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Carenzo Pittman (“Movant”) appeals from the judgment of the motion court denying his
Rule 24.035* post-conviction relief motion without an evidentiary hearing. Movant on appeal
asserts, in Point I, that the motion court clearly erred in denying his claim that his plea counsel
was ineffective for advising him that if he entered a plea of guilty, the court would sentence him
to ten years’ imprisonment. In Point Il, Movant asserts the motion court clearly erred in denying
his claim that his plea counsel was ineffective for failing to correct the sentencing court’s
recitation of the facts because the court incorrectly recalled the facts that Movant pleaded guilty
to at his guilty plea hearing.

AFFIRMED.

Division Two Holds: While the record is unclear as to when the complete transcript was filed,
which is required to determine the timeliness of an amended motion, we find the motion court
considered whether abandonment occurred under Moore v. State, 458 S.W.3d 822, 825 (Mo.
banc 2015). Further, the motion court entered findings of fact and conclusions of law on all
claims in Movant’s pro se motion and amended motion, making remand unnecessary. See
Childers v. State, 462 S.W.3d 825, 828 (Mo. App. E.D. 2015). We affirm the motion court’s
judgment as its findings and conclusions are not clearly erroneous.

(1) The motion court did not clearly err because Movant fails to establish his guilty plea
was involuntary in that his claim is directly refuted by the record of the guilty plea
proceeding and the sentencing proceeding.

(2) The motion court did not clearly err because the motion court had grounds to sentence
Movant to seventeen years’ imprisonment, and Movant’s claim that he was
prejudiced is without merit.

! Rule reference is to Missouri Supreme Court Rules (2015).
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